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INDICATORS FOR CHILDREN/YOUTH
IN STRESSED FAMILIES

Poverty

Description of Indicator

The percent of people living at or below the
200% Federal Poverty Level (FPL) is a com-
mon measure of socioeconomic status (SES).
Poverty levels published by the US Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (DHHS)
are determined by the number of family
members in a household and the total in-
come a family has in a given year. In 2005,
for example, the FPL for a family of four in
California was $19,350, a level found by
many to be exceedingly low. Even at 200%,
or two times this amount ($38,700), the num-
bers of individuals below this level are sub-
stantial (DHHS, 2008). Any family of four in
California with a household income of less
than this amount is considered to be living
below the 200% FPL. Using 200% FPL cap-
tures more families that are experiencing
economic stress and provides a better map-
ping of where poverty exists in the county.

Research Base and Relevance to PEI
Research on neighborhood effects demon-
strates that SES is an important predictor of
behavioral, mental health and academic out-

comes for children (Leventhal & Brooks-

Gunn, 2000; Wadsworth & Achenbach, 2005).

Children and adolescents residing in impov-
erished areas are more likely to develop
mental disorders, commit crimes, and have
problems in school. Adults in disadvantaged
neighborhoods have been found to be more
likely to develop major depression and sub-

stance abuse disorders (Silver, Mulvey,

Swanson, 2002).

What the Numbers Show

County summary figures indicated that pov-
erty is widespread and disproportionately
affects ethnic minority populations. In Table
3.16, three percentages are reported for each
ethnic group. The first of these figures indi-
cates the percent of individuals within an
ethnic group who fall under 200% FPL. Table
3.16 shows that 40.2% of African-Americans
in Los Angeles County are living below the
200% FPL, 30.3% of Asians, 53.5% of Hispan-
ics and 18.5% of Whites. The second of these
figures is the percentage of individuals living
under 200% FPL by ethnicity. Here, Whites
make up 14.1% of the poverty population,
African-Americans, 9.3%, and Hispanics
65.2%. These figures also tell us that Hispan-
ics are overrepresented within the poverty
population, as they make up 47% of the
county’s total population. The final figure in
each row depicts the ethnic group’s popula-
tion living in poverty as a percentage of the
total population. So, one can see that 5.5% of
the entire population in Los Angeles County
are Whites living in poverty or 3.6% of the
county’s population are African-Americans
living in poverty. The most striking figure in
this set shows that 25.2%, or one in four indi-
viduals in the county, are Hispanic and liv-
ing in poverty. As you turn to the service
area level data and drill down into the com-
munity data, please review this last set of
figures when looking at the preceding two

percentages as this will tell you how numer-
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Figure 3.2 Poverty Map of Los Angeles County

ous a particular group is within a geographic area. Without doing so, one can be misled into
thinking that high percentages translate into large groups of people. This is not necessarily true,

especially for ethnic groups such as American Indians and Pacific Islanders who are relatively

few in numbers.
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Service Area 1: Antelope Valley

Service Area 2: San Fernando
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Service Area 1: Antelope Valley
The overall poverty rate in Service Area 1 of

41.2% was higher than the county average of
38.7%. Examining ethnic groups indicated
that in all communities, over 50% of African-
Americans were living beneath the 200%
FPL. This was more pronounced in the two
urban areas of Lancaster and Palmdale
where over 60% of African-Americans were
below this level. Similarly, the Hispanic
population had over 50% of its population in
the urban areas living beneath the 200% FPL.
The only other group who had a majority of
its members living beneath the 200% FPL
were American Indians living in the Palm-
dale area.. Overall, Hispanics account for
56% of the entire poverty population in the

service area.

Service Area 2: San Fernando
The overall poverty rate in Service Area 2,

30.8%, was below the county average of
38.7%. Overall, the Panorama City area had
the highest rate of individuals living beneath
the 200% FPL, 52.9%. Examining the ethnic
groups within the service area indicated that
the Hispanic population were a majority of
the poverty population (60.6%). Over 50% of
the Hispanic population in six communities
in the San Fernando Valley were living be-
low the 200% FPL: the Pacoima-Arleta area
(52.2%), the La Tuna Cyn. area (50.0%), the
Panorama City area (63.1%), the North Hol-
lywood area (54.4%), the Encino area (51.3%),
and the Woodland Hills area (54.4%). In two
communities, over 50% of African-
Americans were living under 200% FPL, the
North Hollywood area (66.9%) and the North
County W. area (51.6%). In one community,
the Panorama City area, 55.8% of the Ameri-
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Service Area 3: San Gabriel
The overall poverty rate in Service Area 3,

34.4%, was below the county figure of 38.7%.
Across the service area, the El Monte (56.3%)
and La Puente-S. El Monte areas (50.4%) had
the highest rates of individuals living be-
neath the 200% FPL. Examining the ethnic
groups within the service area indicated that
the Hispanic population were a majority of
the poverty population (61.6%). Over 50% of
the Hispanic population in four communities
in the San Gabriel Valley were living below
the 200% FPL: the El Monte area (58.0%), the
Pomona area (56.2%), the Baldwin Park-
Azusa-Duarte area (57.1%), and the La
Puente-S. E1 Monte area (56.3%). In the El
Monte community, 53.5% of the Asian popu-
lation were living below the 200% FPL. In
four communities, over 50% of African-
Americans were living under this level, the
Pasadena area (55.3%), the E1 Monte area
(53.1%), the La Puente-S. El Monte area

Service Area 4: Metro
The Metro area had the second-highest pov-

erty rate in the county with a majority
(51.3%) of its residents living beneath the
200% FPL. This figure is considerably higher
than the county—wide rate of 38.7%. Across
the service area, the USC N. community ex-
perienced the highest levels of poverty with
72.3% of its residents living below the 200%
FPL. Additionally, four other communities
had overall poverty rates in excess of 50%:
the Pico Heights area (64.2%), the Echo Park
area (62.8%), the Downtown area (68.7%),
and the West Adams area (54.0%). Examin-
ing poverty across ethnicities revealed that
all groups were affected to varying degrees.
65.1% of the Hispanic population within the
service area were living beneath the 200%
FPL; seven communities had a poverty rate
over 50%: the Wilshire La Brea E. area
(54.7%), the Hollywood area (66.3%), the Pico
Heights area (76.6%), the Echo Park area
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Service Area 2 continued.

can Indian population was living below this
level. It should be noted that, in actual num-
bers, the African-American and American
Indians living in poverty accounted for only
1.2% of the service area’s total population.
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Service Area 3 continued.

(75.8%), and the Monterey Park-Rosemead
area (89.9%); in three communities, over 50%
of the American Indian population were liv-
ing below this level, the El Monte area
(100%), the Baldwin Park-Azusa-Duarte area
(51.5%), and the La Puente-S. El Monte area
(100%). It should be noted that, in actual
numbers, African-Americans and American
Indians living in poverty accounted for only

1.9% of the service area’s total population.

Service Area 4 continued.

(73.4%), the Downtown area (68.7%), the
USC N. area (72.3%), and the West Adams
area (54.0%). 40.6% of African-Americans
living within the service area were beneath
the 200% FPL with three communities seeing
rates in excess of 50%: the Pico Heights area
(54.8%), the Downtown area (70.4%), and the
USC N. area (59.4%). Three communities saw
over 50% of their respective Asian popula-
tions living below the 200% FPL: the Echo
Park area (63.2%), the Downtown area
(62.9%), and the USC N. area (76.8%). Three
communities saw over 50% of its American
Indian population living below the 200%
FPL: the Pico Heights area (100%), the High-
land Park area (78.1%), and the USC N. area
(51.5%). A majority of Whites were living
below the 200% FPL in one community, the
USC N. area (71.4%).
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Service Area 5: West
Service Area 5 had the lowest poverty rate in

the county with 23.4% of its population liv-
ing beneath the 200% FPL. Close to one-half
of all individuals living in poverty in the
West were Whites (48%). Across the service
area, the Baldwin Hills W. community had
the highest poverty rate with 54%, or a ma-
jority of its residents living below the 200%
FPL. Two communities had Hispanic popu-
lations in which over 50% were living below
the 200% FPL: the Wilshire La Brea W. area
(54.7%) and the Baldwin Hills W. area
(67.4%). One community, the Playa Vista
area (82.2%), had an American Indian popu-
lation with 82% of its population living be-
low the 200% FPL (keep in mind that the
American Indian population within the ser-

vice area is less than 1%).

Service Area 6: South
Service Area 6 had the highest poverty rate

within the county with 60.6% of its residents
living beneath the 200% FPL. This is substan-
tially above the countywide percentage of
38.7%. The USC E. community had the high-
est poverty rate in the county with 80.4% of
its residents living beneath the 200% FPL.
The USC S. area had the second highest rate
in the county with 72.3% of its residents be-
low the 200% FPL. The Watts area (65.3%)
had the fourth-highest rate in the county.
Poverty was widespread across all ethnic
groups. The Hispanic population saw 67.6%
of its population living below the 200% FPL;
African-Americans, 48.3%; Asians, 48.8%;
American Indians 48.3%; and Whites, 33.8%.
The Hispanic population saw a majority of
its population living below the 200% FPL in
every service area community, a finding
unique to Service Area 6. Over 50% of the

African-American population in four com-
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Service Area 7: East
Service Area 7 had an overall poverty rate of

39.5%, which is close to the county rate of
38.7%. Overall, four communities, East LA,
the aggregate of Bell Gardens-Bell-
Maywood-Cudahy-Commerce, Huntington
Park, and South Gate, had a majority of its
residents living beneath the 200% FPL. Be-
cause of the very large Hispanic population
in the service area, Hispanic groups ac-
counted for 83% of the total poverty popula-
tion within the service area. Five communi-
ties saw over 50% of the Hispanic population
living below the 200% FPL: the East LA area
(57.7%), the Bell Gardens-Bell-Maywood-
Cudahy-Commerce area (58.4%), the Hunt-
ington Park area (59.2%), the South Gate area
(60.8%), and the Bellflower area (55.0%). Two
communities had White populations with
over 50% of its numbers living in poverty:
the East LA area (51.5%) and the Huntington
Park area (60.2%). Also above the 50% level

Service Area 8: South Bay
Service Area 8 had an overall poverty rate of

35.5%, which was slightly below the county-
wide rate of 38.7%. Two communities, the
Hancock S. area (57.6%) and Long Beach S.
area (57.2%), had a majority of its population
living beneath the 200% FPL. Across ethnic
groups, 54.3% of the Hispanic population
were below the 200% FPL, as were 36.2% of
the African-American population, 13.5% of
the White population, 28.0% of the Asian
population, and 18.8% of the American In-
dian population. Seven communities saw
over 50% of its Hispanic population below
the 200% FPL: the Hancock S. area (70.1%),
the Wilmington area (53.6%), the Inglewood
area (58.8%), the Torrance area (56.5%), the
Long Beach N. area (56.5%), the Long Beach
S. area (66.8%), the Gardena-Lawndale area
(60.5%), and the Hawthorne area (62.9%).
52.4% of African-Americans in the Long
Beach S. community were below the 200%
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Service Area 6 continued.

munities were below the 200% FPL: the USC
S. area (59.4%), the USC E. area (62.1%), the
Watts area (66.2%), and the Florence-
Firestone area (60.2%). For the White popula-
tion, there were four areas, as well: the USC
S. area (71.4%), the USC E. area (63.1%), the
Watts area (100%), and the Florence-
Firestone area (60.2%). For the Asian popula-
tion there were also four areas: the USC S.
area (76.8%), the Hancock N. area (53.3%),
the Watts area (100%), and the Compton area
(53.9%).
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Service Area 7 continued.

were two African-American communities,
the East LA area (55.5%) and the Huntington
Park area (53.6%); three American Indian
communities, the Montebello area (89.2%),
the Huntington Park area (100%), and the
South Gate area (100%); and one Asian com-

munity, the Downey area (52.3%).

Service Area 8 continued.

FPL. Over 50% of Asians in the Hancock S.
area (53.3%) and Long Beach S. area (53.9%)
were below the 200% FPL. And two Pacific
Islander communities had poverty rates ex-
ceeding 50%: Hancock S. (91.1%) and Long
Beach N. (63.6%). When looking over these
figures, please note that the relative numbers
of some populations may be quite low, (e.g.,
American Indians living in poverty account

for 0.1% of the population).
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Table 3.16
Population at or below 200% FPL in Los Angeles County

White Black American Indian

White'  Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3 Black’ Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3 Am Ind’ Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3

Service Area 1

Lancaster 240 226 97 204 127 229 0.5 0.2
Paimdale 257 14.9 7.2 14.0 68 [I509 o3 0.2
North County E. 19.1 424 111 9.3 24 213 0.9 0.2
Total 228 22.0 9.1 192 7.9 26.9 05 0.2

Service Area 2

Santa Clarita 8.2 26.8 5.0 19.8 26 05

Burbank 176 1.1 235 36 0.8 352 1.4 03
Glendale 29.0 18.3 29.9 08 0.2
Northridge 165 352 83 16.6 1.7 0.4

Granada Hills 10.6 15.9 4.0 333 16.5 4.2

Pacoima-Arleta 17.3 2.6 1.3 13.9 1.0 0.5

La Tuna Cyn. 236 22.0 8.3 4138 2.0 058

Panorama City 30.7 6.4 3.4 210 16 08 [IEEE 0.3 0.1
North Hollywood 357 335 152 [66e|  45 2.0 374 05 0.2
Sherman Oaks 266 235 8.7 355 5.9 22 359 04 0.1
Encino 15.9 305 8.4 16.8 23 06

Woodland Hills 126 225 6.4 12.9 18 05

Brentwood N. 148 [60dT 124 19.0 34 0.6 33.4 0.9 0.2
North County W. 19.1 42.4 11 BN 93 24 213 0.9 0.2
La Canada-Flintridge 118 265 6.1 481 29.0 6.6 153 03 0.1
San Fernando-Calabasas-Agoura 9.3 325 6.2

Total 18.3 277 8.6 285 37 1.1 18.3 03 0.1

Service Area 3

Pasadena 13.7 17.0 57 234 7.8 20.8 0.1

El Monte [ss 64 36 1.7 10 [Heo0™ o2 0.1
Pomona 252 56 27 333 5.1 24 17.1 0.1 0.1
West Covina 19.8 9.7 34 337 77 2.7

Altadena-Monrovia-Sierra Madre 11.8 26.5 6.1 48.1 29.0 6.6 15.3 0.3 0.1
Alhambra-S. Pasadena 19.8 14.7 4.6

pycadia-San Gabrick-Templo Cily-San 1.3 185 3.7 46 0.2 425 03 0.1
Baldwin Park-Azusa-Duarte 206 54 26 14.3 1.1 o5 [EIE 0.1 0.1
S::gora-Claremont—San Dimas-La 8.4 205 5.1 45 10 01

Covina-Walnut 14.0 15.2 3.9 32.1 6.1 1.6

Diamond Bar 9.0 8.3 1.9 318 35 08 26.1 05 0.1
La Puente-S. El Monte 225 34 17 s 1o 10 oo™ 12 06
Hacienda Heights 18.2 15.4 42 18.8 07 0.2 354 06 0.2
Monterey Park-Rosemead 34.4 5.2 23 11 0.5

Other 19.1 424 11.1 93 24 213 0.9 02

Total 14.5 10.6 3.6 37.7 5.2 1.8 311 0.2 0.1
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Asian Pacific Islander Hispanic Other
Asian' Pg\(/;rzty Com Pop® Pac Is' Pg\(l)&:)gy gggg Hispanic' Pg\(/)?)rzty gg;; Other' PF‘,’(‘)’;I}V ggg; Totalpov*  Totalpop® Total
236 2.0 09 161 0.3 0.1 444 192 [BBOTN o7 03 57819 133996 431
244 2.0 1.0 333 69465 143307 485
2.0 05 01 118 0.5 01 428 462 121 300 0.3 0.1 22913 87213 263
16.6 1.8 07 131 02 01 [[B60E60 231 428 03 01 150197 364516 412
24.2 9.4 1.7 39.2 11.4 30067 166873 18.6
17.9 8.1 1.7 312 337 7.2 1.2 02 21206 99781 213
217 107 3.1 - 0.8 02 394 255 75 58491 199170 294
158 143 34 463 489 116 39726 167964 237
231 8.1 20 15.1 34462 135999 253
334 1.3 0.6 453 0.9 04 56038 116628 48.0
20.6 4.9 18 414 0.1 26.6 0.4 02 50232 133280 377
28.9 8.0 43 44.0 05 03 76444 144398 -
343 45 20 - 0.1 2538 61003 134361 454
297 44 1.6 240 385 1.0 04 61310 165768 37.0
17.1 6.4 1.8 163 425 1.9 05 45360 164602 276
271 103 2.9 18.5 45275 159861 283
282 124 21 [903 16 03 282 115 2.0 1.1 02 15135 87031 17.4
20 05 01 118 05 01 428 462 1241 0.3 01 16766 63814 263
11.3 4.7 11 163 0.4 01 385 391 9.0 9308 40579 229
17.0 28 05 425 12.0 1.8 03 17893 93680 19.1
220 7.0 21 3041 0.1 487 187 328 0.5 02 639616 2073789 308
362 146 49 484 445 148 0.4 0.1 43618 131032 333
- 247 139 37.7 62034 110266 -
29.9 7.2 35 3141 0.1 39.2 0.5 03 77139 160331 48.1
193 116 40 480 0.1 : 24.1 1.4 05 40916 118157 346
11.3 47 11 163 0.4 01 385 391 9.0 24788 108061 229
43.0 - 20.0 255 207 65 227 0.9 03 31868 101317 315
237 113 10.1 03 01 281 244 49 405 0.4 0.1 33357 165408 202
255 52 25 _ 420 6.0 0.1 85816 180138 476
253 133 17 124 0.1 189 411 52 386 3.9 05 19469 154287 12.6
13.1 97 25 37.3 - 17.7 28440 110759 257
225 489 114 369 386 9.0 0.2 0.1 25152 108005 233
228 2.9 1.4 456 0.3 02 54648 108363 -
17.7 95 26 202 0.2 14933 54331 275
453 - 26.7 415 13.9 0.7 03 53855 123141 437
2.0 05 01 118 0.5 01 428 ! 121 300 0.3 0.1 240 912 263
312 218 75 119 0.1 468 - 212 330 05 02 596273 1734507 34.4
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Table 3.16 continued
Population at or below 200% FPL in Los Angeles County

White Black American Indian

White"  Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3 Black’ Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3 Am Ind’ Poverty Pop2 Com Pop3
Service Area 4
Wilshire La Brea E. 20.7 27.2 8.6 33.8 13.6 4.3 32,6 0.5 0.1
Hollywood 29.1 25.0 115 338 24 1.1 20.8 0.1 0.1
Pico Heights 411 27 17 - 33 2.1 - 0.1
Echo Park 25.9 5.8 36 31.8 13 0.8 12.3 0.1 0.1
Highland Park 34.4 9.2 4.0 47.2 22 0.9 44.8 0.7 0.3
Downtown 43.0 24 17 29 2.0 0.4 0.3
USCN. L on4 4.0 2.9 - 195 14.1 - 0.2 02
West Adams 27.2 23 1.2 48.0 47.1 25.5 31.8 0.2 0.1
West Hollywood 21.0 14.3 13.8 7.7 1.6 18.3 0.4 0.1
Other 0.8 0.5
Total 27.2 115 5.9 40.6 4.1 2.1 35.2 0.3 0.1
Service Area 5
Brentwood S. 14.8 69.4 12.1 19.0 34 0.6 33.4 0.9 0.2
West LA 215 46.7 12.8 44.6 6.8 1.9 17.3 0.1
Wilshire La Brea W. 20.7 27.2 8.6 33.8 13.6 4.3 32,6 0.5 0.1
Baldwin Hills W. 272 23 1.2 48.0 47.1 25.5 31.8 0.2 0.1
Playa Vista 10.6 31.6 6.4 27.4 10.0 2.0 0.7 0.1
ﬁﬁ;ta Monica-Culver City-Beverly 21.0 - 143 13.8 7.7 16 0.4 0.1
Malibu 9.3 325 6.2
Other 29.6 19 1.0 36.9 28.4 14.0 0.2 0.1
Total 17.9 48.0 11.3 27.3 9.6 23 0.4 0.1
Service Area 6
uscs. T4 4.0 20 804N 195 14.1 02 02
Baldwin Hills S. 272 23 12 48.0 47.1 255 0.2 0.1
Hancock N. 20.0 0.2 0.1 415 30.0 17.3 0.1 0.1
USCE. 0.3 0.2 8.1 6.5
Watts 0.1 0.1 26.4 17.2 0.6 0.4
Florence-Firestone 1.1 0.7 2.7 1.6 0.3 0.2
Lynwood 25.7 1.2 0.7 35.3 23 1.4 0.5 0.3
Paramount 33.0 12.3 5.9 36.4 6.3 3.0 0.4 0.2
Compton 454 14 0.7 39.4 30.8 16.0
Other 210 6780 14.3 13.8 77 16 04 0.1
Total 33.8 19 1.1 48.3 223 13.5 0.3 0.2
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Asian Pacific Islander Hispanic Other
.4+ Poverty Com 1 Poverty Com . . 1 Poverty Com 1 Poverty Com 4 5
Asian Pop?  Pop® Pac s Pop?  Pop® Hispanic Pop?  Pop® Other Pop?  Pop® Totalpov Totalpop Total

28 145 46 0.2 0.1 3.0 1.0 45033 142790 315
335 9.3 43 - 05 02 113341 245911 46.1
449 213 137 147 0.2 0.1 03 02 78720 122706
- 232 146 15 09 129574 206234 -
280 112 49 - 15 06 0.1 95388 216758 440
9.2 6.3 0.1 0.1 92367 134506
52 38 04 03 14817 20498
433 31 1.7 - 1.2 07 4853 8987
218 8.2 1.7 09 02 7591 36085 21.0
10.9 0.2 0.1 05 03 1275 2225 -
421 145 74 473 03 0.1 08 04 582959 1136700

282 124 21 [Jo03 16 03 282 115 20 7450 14 02 13639 78427 17.4

31.9 260 7.1 39.7 191 52 491 1.2 03 47777 174503 274
228 145 46 02 0.1 409 129 3.0 1.0 8197 25992 315
433 34 17 - - 460 248 - 1.2 0.7 7447 13790 -
321 159 32 394 414 84 155 03 0.1 22522 111122 20.3
218 82 1.7 0.9 0.2 36381 172042 21.0
17.0 28 05 1.8 03 3665 19188 19.1

05 0.2 183 373 49.2
292 159 37 264 02 1.4 03 139812 596427 234

- 5.2 38 0.4 03 50169 69407
433 3.1 1.7 - 1.2 0.7 71462 132324

83 o2 0.1 0.4 03 0.2 85616 148523
478 041 0.1 20 1.6 98996 123105

oo™ o1 01 [Ho00 o1 02 01 105581 161632
446 03 02 0.1 0.0 31923 54039

0.0 0.0 44862 76427
493 87 4.1 02 0.1 27451 57485 478

- 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.2 77869 149837 -
218 82 1.7 0.9 0.2 2314 11001 21.0
4838 1.4 09  30.1 0.1 07 04 596243  9837s0 [I60%6
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Table 3.16 continued
Population at or below 200% FPL in Los Angeles County

White Black American Indian

White"  Poverty Pop? Com Pop® Black'  Poverty Pop?> Com Pop®  AmInd' Poverty Pop? Com Pop®
Service Area 7
East LA 51.5 0.8 0.5
Downey 15.6 9.1 3.3 65515 3.1 1.1
Norwalk 243 10.5 3.6 24.4 4.2 15
Whittier 18.2 15.4 4.2 18.8 0.7 0.2 354 0.6 0.2
Montebello 34.0 8.0 25 89.2 0.5 0.2
(B;'r'n?nae'rd;”S'Be"'May‘“’°°d'0“dahy‘ 69.3 54 31 196 04 02
Huntington Park 60.2 1.1 0.7 53.6 2.7 1.6 100.0 0.3 0.2
South Gate 25.7 1.2 0.7 35.3 23 1.4 100.0 0.5 0.3
Bellflower 33.0 12.3 5.9 36.4 6.3 3.0 38.6 0.4 0.2
La Mirada-Santa Fe Springs 11.3 17.2 3.3 111 1.2 0.2
Iézlig\évgsd-Cerrltos-Art83|a-Hawauan 136 223 49 16.8 48 11 28.9 0.5 0.1
Signal Hill 54 20.0 2.7 271 9.8 1.3
Other 15.8 6.2 2.1 437 1.9 0.6 26.1 0.2 0.1
Total 19.1 7.6 3.0 27.8 2.1 0.8 39.9 0.2 0.1
Service Area 8
Hancock S. 20.0 0.2 0.1 415 30.0 17.3 100.0 0.1 0.1
Wilmington 14.1 8.5 3.6 48.7 8.2 3.4 289 0.4 0.2
Inglewood 29.6 1.9 1.0 36.9 28.4 14.0 100.0 0.2 0.1
Torrance 123 38.2 6.1 7.5 0.7 0.1 5.4 0.3
Long Beach N. 28.3 12.2 55 35.4 141 6.4 39.0 0.6 0.3
Long Beach S. 37.2 10.3 5.9 52.4 13.9 7.9 9.1
Long Beach E. 14.8 54.8 10.6 16.2 35 0.7 257 0.5 0.1
Carson 18.7 9.9 2.5 257 225 5.6
Palos Verdes-Lomita 5.4 20.0 2.7 271 9.8 1.3
gssl‘jgsg‘“"a”ha“a”'Hermsa'E' 97 738 74 18.2 23 02
Gardena-Lawndale 211 5.0 22 35.7 27.0 11.9 5.6 0.1
Hawthorne 324 10.4 5.1 31.7 14.1 7.0 58.7 0.3 0.1
Other 14.9 7.6 2.8 36.4 23.1 8.6 273 0.2 0.1
Total 15.8 13.5 4.8 36.2 15.6 55 18.8 0.2 0.1
County Total 18.5 14.1 5.5 40.2 9.3 3.6 28.4 0.3 0.1
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Asian Pacific Islander Hispanic Other
Asian’ Pg‘(’;gy gg;l Pac Is' Pg‘(’;)?” ggg} Hispanic' Pg\(/)?)rzty gg:s Other’ Pg‘(’;)?y ggg} Totalpov*  Totalpop® Total
10.9 0.2 0.1 05 03 73753 128674 |67
75230 138 5.0 40465 112100 36.1
360 177 6.1 0.2 0.1 35897 103792 346
17.7 95 26 0.2 32027 116520 275
285 59 1.9 0.1 41654 132755 314
213 0.2 0.1 81671 140203
446 03 0.2 0.1 55537 94013
59468 101311
413 8.7 4.1 0.2 0.1 36241 75891 47.8
14.0 5.0 1.0 0.0 25270 130538 19.4
205 280 62 301 0.9 0.2 08 0.2 37929 171176 222
144 299 40 220 0.7 0.1 1514 11291 13.4
357 [WB730 197 05 02 2501 7280 344
26.6 6.9 27 149 0.1 0.2 0.1 526428 1332823 395
[58E  o2 o1 UGN o4 02 03 02 4983 ge44 [E760
390 101 42 413 05 0.2 0.3 0.1 72324 173969 416
05 02 60979 123868 4922
22.1 458 73 202 05 0.1 06 0.1 22070 137823 16.0
370 113 51 [83EN 40 1.8 0.7 0.3 64809 143934 45.0
183 105 0.1 111280 194578
18.0 6.2 12 05 0.1 24386 125932 19.4
95 8.9 22 124 16 04 27808 111913 24.8
144 299 40 220 0.7 0.1 14768 110115 134
8.1 8.6 0.9 : ) 15 0.2 13341 132514 10.1
352 133 58 164 0.1 0.1 232 16 07 63359 144372 43.9
308 38 1.9 34.9 0.8 04 70223 142151 49.4
213 8.9 33 178 0.3 0.1 220 347 05 0.2 1805 4867 37.1
280 119 42 358 0.7 0.2 204 478 06 02 553939 1559547 355
303 104 40 297 0.2 01 [IB3ENEs2N 252 446 0.5 02 3781161 9769942 387
Key 1. Relative percent within ethnic group
2. Relative percent of poverty population for a given community
30-50%

3. Relative percent of total community population
4. Totalpov = total number of individuals living under 200% FPL within a given geography

5. Totalpop = total number of individual living within a given geography
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Unemployment Rate

Description of Indicators

This indicator represents the number of un-
employed people as a percentage of the civil-
ian labor force. For example, if the civilian
labor force equals 100 people and five people
are unemployed, then the unemployment
rate would be 5%. Overall figures for the na-
tion, state, and county are reported by vari-
ous government agencies, while detailed
data come from the ACS.

Research Base and Relevance to PEI
Though correlated with the poverty indica-
tor, unemployment rate is another way that
one can understand the economic stress that
families face across the county. Additionally,
unemployment itself contributes to mental
illness, especially when it occurs at critical
points in a family’s life cycle (McKee-Ryan,
Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005). Specifically,
unemployment has been linked with in-
creased rates of somatic complaints, anxiety,
depression, marital problems, suicide, and
child abuse in families (Dew, M. A.,
Penkower, L., & Bromet, E. J., 1991).

What the Numbers Show

The two graphs above provide different per-
spectives on the unemployment rate in Los
Angeles County. The top two tables gener-
ated from Californian Labor Market Informa-
tion (State of California, Employment Devel-
opment Division) indicates that unemploy-
ment rates over the last two years have risen
in Los Angeles County, the State of Califor-
nia, and the United States. Notice that these
data indicate that Los Angeles County has a
higher unemployment rate than the nation as

a whole and somewhat of a lower rate com-

R ate (%)

Figure 3.11
Three-Year Trend in California and United States Unemployment
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pared to the state’s figures. Table 3.17 repre-
sents unemployment estimates from the ACS
2005. These different sources do produce dif-
ferent numbers as a result of their collection
methodology. The EDD data is generated
based upon unemployment claims that have
been filed, while the ACS data reflects self-
reported unemployment at a given point in
time. The self-reported data reflects a no-
ticeably higher rate than the government
supplied labor market statistics.

Countywide, the EDD data suggested that
the annual unemployment rate in Los Ange-
les County was 5.3%, while the ACS data
indicated the rate was much higher at 7.4%.
The difference in these two estimates, both of
which may be correct, is explained by the
way they are calculated. The EDD data,
among other things, does not take into con-
sideration those individuals who may have
given up searching for a job and have ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits; thus,
one can think of it as a conservative estimate

of the real unemployment rate. On the other
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Figure 3.12
Government Calculated Unemployment Rates in Los Angeles County
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Table 3.17
Countywide Self-Reported Unemployment Rates

Service Area Unemployment Rate
1 9.2%

2 6.9%

3 6.2%

4 9.1%

5 6.1%

6 11.4%

7 7.0%

8 6.5%

Total 7.4%

5-7%
8-10%
>10%

hand, because the ACS relies upon self-
reported information, one cannot rule out
inherent self-reported inaccuracies (which
may occur for a variety of reasons) in the
data. So, the real number, if one must have
one, probably lies somewhere between the
two estimates (and may possibly, though
unlikely, lie outside of them). Of most impor-
tance, though, and in spite of the different
methodologies, one can see there is a clear
rising trend in the unemployment across the

county, state, and nation.

For more information regarding the differ-
ences in unemployment statistics, please see
the US Census Bureau’s Labor Force Statis-
tics webpage: http://www.census.gov/hhes/
wwwy/laborfor/laborguidance082504.html.

The countywide summary table indicates
that Service Area 6 has the highest self-
reported unemployment rates in the county,
followed by Service Areas 1 and 4. Service
Area 5 had the lowest unemployment rate in

the county.

Service Area Communities:
Self-Reported Unemployment Rates

Service Area 1: Antelope Valley

Service Area 1 had a self-reported unemploy-
ment rate of 9.2%, which was higher than the
countywide average of 7.4%. Of the three
communities in the service area, the Palm-
dale area had the highest unemployment rate
reported, 11%. The Lancaster area reported
an unemployment rate of 9.9%, also high by
county standards. The area surrounding the
two urban areas, North County E., had a
much lower unemployment rate (5.5%) than

either city area.

Service Area 2: San Fernando
Service Area 2 had a self-reported unemploy-

ment rate of 6.9%, which was below the
countywide average of 7.4%. Two communi-
ties, the Pacoima-Arleta (10.2%) and the
North Hollywood (11.1%) areas, had rates in
excess of 10%. Two other communities, the
La Tuna Cyn. (9.8%) and the Panorama City
(9.6%) areas were close to the 10% mark, as

well. The Granada Hills area saw the lowest
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unemployment rate in the service area
(5.1%).

Service Area 3: San Gabriel

Service Area 3 had an overall self-reported
unemployment rate of 6.2, which was below
the countywide average of 7.4%. Only one
community had an unemployment rate
above 10%, the El Monte area (12.1%). Three
communities had relatively low unemploy-
ment rates, the West Covina area (3.3%), the
Alhambra-S. Pasadena area (4.8%), and the
aggregate Arcadia-San Gabriel-Temple City-

San Marino area (3.8%).

Service Area 4: Metro
Service Area 4 had a self-reported unemploy-

ment rate of 9.1% which was above the coun-
tywide rate of 7.4%. Four communities re-
ported unemployment rates over 10%: the
Hollywood area (10.3%), the Pico Heights
area (13.6%), the USC N. area (11.7%), and
the West Adams area (11.7%). The Pico
Heights area had the second highest unem-
ployment rate reported in the county across
all communities. The Echo Park area (5.7%)
had the lowest self-reported unemployment

rate in the service area.

Service Area 5: West
Service Area 5 had an overall self-reported

unemployment rate of 6.1%, the lowest rate
in the county. Two exceptions were the
Baldwin Hills W. area, with an unemploy-
ment rate of 11.7%, and the Wilshire La Brea
W. area with rate of 9.5%. All other named
areas held unemployment rates that were
under the countywide rate of 7.4%. The Playa
Vista area had the lowest unemployment
rate in the service area (4.4%).

Service Area 6: South
Service Area 6 had a self-reported unemploy-

ment rate of 11.4%, the highest in the county

and substantially above the countywide rate
of 7.4%. Seven communities in the service
area were characterized by unemployment
rates well above 10%: the USC S. area
(11.7%), the Baldwin Hills S. area (11.7%), the
Hancock N. area (10.3%), the USC E. area
(15.8% -- highest in the county), the Watts
area (12.2%), the Paramount area (11.1%),
and the Compton area (12.1%). Only the
Florence-Firestone area (5.1%) had a self-
reported unemployment rate below the

county average.

Service Area 7: East
Service Area 7 had an unemployment rate of

7%, which was very close to the countywide
average of 7.4%. Two communities had re-
ported unemployment rates of at least 10%:
the Norwalk area (10%) and the Bellflower
area (11.1%). The Signal Hill area (2.1%)
yielded the lowest unemployment rate in the
service area and the county (the Palos
Verdes-Lomita area in Service Area 8 also

had an unemployment rate of 2.1%).

Service Area 8: South Bay
Service Area 8 had an overall self-reported

unemployment rate of 6.5%, which was be-
low the countywide average of 7.4%. Only
one community exceeded a self-reported un-
employment rate of 10%: the Hancock S. area
(10.3%); however, the Long Beach S. area at
9.6% nearly reached this benchmark, as well.
The Palos Verdes-Lomita area (2.1%) had the
lowest unemployment rate in the service area
and the county (the Signal Hill area in Ser-
vice Area 7 also had an unemployment rate
of 2.1%).
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Table 3.18
Service Area Communities: Unemployment Rates

Service Area 1

Service Area 5

Lancaster Brentwood S. 553]
Palmdale West LA 6.1
North County E. 515) Wilshire La Brea W.
Total 92 Baldwin Hills W. -
Playa Vista 4.4
Service Area 2 Santa Monica-Culver City-Beverly Hills 6.8
i Malibu 6.6
Santa Clarita 5.3
Other 7.8
Burbank 6583 Total 6.1
Glendale 6.0
Northridge 5.4
Granada Hills 5.1
Pacoima-Arleta Service Area 6
La Tuna Cyn. uscCSs.
Panorama City Baldwin Hills S.
North Hollywood Hancock N.
Sherman Oaks USCE.
Encino 5.5 Watts
Woodland Hills 6.1 Florence-Firestone 5.1
Brentwood N. 53] Lynwood
North County W. 615 Paramount
La Canada-Flintridge 6.8 Compton
San Fernando-Calabasas-Agoura 6.6 Other 6.8
Total 6.9 Total 114
Service Area 3 Service Area 7
Pasadena 5.3 East LA -
El Monte - Downey 6.5
Pomona 7.3 Norwalk -
West Covina 3.3 Whittier 5.0
Altadena-Monrovia-Sierra Madre 6.8 Montebello -
Alhambra-S. Pasadena 4.8 Bell Gardens-Bell-Maywood-Cudahy-Commerce 5.3
Arcadia-San Gabriel-Temple City-San Marino 3.8 Huntington Park 5.1
Baldwin Park-Azusa-Duarte 7.2 South Gate
Glendora-Claremont-San Dimas-La Verne 5.9 Bellflower
Covina-Walnut 7.3 La Mirada-Santa Fe Springs 5.2
Diamond Bar 6.7 Lakewood-Cerritos-Artesia-Hawaiian Gardens 5.5
La Puente-S. El Monte 5.7 Signal Hill 21
Hacienda Heights 5.0 Other 6.1
Monterey Park-Rosemead 7.0 Total 7.0
Other 515)
Total 62 Service Area 8
00 Hancock S. -
Wilmington 6.3
Service Area 4 Inglewood 7.8
Wilshire La Brea E. Torrance 4.2
Hollywood Long Beach N. 7.7
Pico Heights Long Beach S. -
Echo Park 5.7 Long Beach E. 4.6
Highland Park Carson -
Downtown Palos Verdes-Lomita 21
USC N. Redondo-Manhattan-Hermosa-El Segundo 3.6
West Adams Gardena-Lawndale -
West Hollywood 6.8 Hawthorne 6.9
Other Other -
Total Total 6.5
5-7%
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Disrupted Families

Description of Indicator

Disrupted Families is a derived measure
drawn from ACS data designed to indicate
social disorganization at the family level.
Disrupted Families is defined as a ratio of
families with married couples to families
with single parents for a given geographical
location.

Disrupted Families = number of intact fami-
lies/number of single-parent families

For example, a Disrupted Families ratio of
3.0 means that in a given community, there
are three intact families for every single-
parent family. A Disrupted Families ratio of
1.0 indicates there are equal numbers of in-
tact versus single parent families for a given
area. A Disrupted Families ratio less than 1.0
indicates there are more single-parent fami-

lies than intact families in a given area.

Research Base and Relevance to PEI
Research indicates that, in general, single-
parent families encounter more stress and
have more difficulty coping with stressful
life events than families headed by a married
couple. This measure can show areas where
high concentrations of disrupted families
reside. Lower ratios indicate more social dis-
ruption (Goodman & Haugland, 1994).

What the Numbers Show

Countywide, the Disrupted Families (DF)
ratio was 2.2, which means that there were
over twice as many intact families, (i.e., fami-
lies with two parents), as single-parent fami-
lies across the county. Across service areas,
the DF ratio ranged from 2.7 in Service Area
3 to 1.6 in Service Areas 4 and 5. The smaller

ratio in the West and Metro areas may indi-

cate more widespread family stress typically

associated with single parenting.

Service Area Communities

Service Area 1: Antelope Valley
Service Area 1 had an overall DF ratio of 2.0,

indicating that there were two intact families
for every single-parent family in the service
area. This figure was slightly lower than the
countywide figure of 2.2. The Palmdale area
had the lowest DF ratio (1.6) in the service
area while the surrounding North County E.
area had the greatest DF ratio of 3.0, or three

intact families for each single-parent family.

Service Area 2: San Fernando
Service Area 2 had an overall DF ratio of 2.3

similar to the countywide average of 2.2.
Across the service area, there was a broad
range of scores with some areas, such as
Panorama City (1.3) having close to a 1:1 ra-
tio of two-parent to single-parents house-
holds. Four other communities saw DF ratios
below 2.0: the Granada Hills area (1.6), the
Sherman Oaks area (1.6), the La Canada-
Flintridge area (1.8), and the San Fernando-
Calabasas-Agoura area (1.7). On the other
end of scale, the Brentwood N. area had a DF
ratio of 5.6, indicating over a 5:1 ratio of two-

parent to single-parents households.

Service Area 3: San Gabriel
Service Area 3 had an overall DF ratio of 2.7,

which was higher than the countywide aver-
age of 2.7. Communities across the service
area ranged widely in their DF scores. The
West Covina area yielded the lowest DF ratio
in the county (0.9) along with the West LA
area in Service Area 5. A DF ratio less than 1
indicated that there were more single parent
families in a given area than two parent

families. Two other communities saw DF
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Table 3.19

Disrupted Families in Los Angeles County

Service Area 1

Lancaster
Palmdale

North County E.
Total

Service Area 2
Santa Clarita

Burbank

Glendale

Northridge

Granada Hills
Pacoima-Arleta

La Tuna Cyn.

Panorama City

North Hollywood

Sherman Oaks

Encino

Woodland Hills

Brentwood N.

North County W.

La Canada-Flintridge

San Fernando-Calabasas-Agoura
Total

Service Area 3
Pasadena

El Monte

Pomona

West Covina
Altadena-Monrovia-Sierra Madre
Alhambra-S. Pasadena

Arcadia-San Gabriel-Temple City-San Marino

Baldwin Park-Azusa-Duarte
Glendora-Claremont-San Dimas-La Verne
Covina-Walnut

Diamond Bar

La Puente-S. El Monte

Hacienda Heights

Monterey Park-Rosemead

Other

Total

Service Area 4
Wilshire La Brea E.
Hollywood

Pico Heights

Echo Park
Highland Park
Downtown

USCN.

West Adams

West Hollywood
Other

Total

N N
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w
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2.0

Service Area 5

Brentwood S.

West LA

Wilshire La Brea W.

Baldwin Hills W.

Playa Vista

Santa Monica-Culver City-Beverly Hills
Malibu

Other

Total

Service Area 6

uscC s.

Baldwin Hills S.
Hancock N.
USCE.

Watts
Florence-Firestone
Lynwood
Paramount
Compton

Other

Total

Service Area 7

East LA
Downey
Norwalk
Whittier
Montebello

Bell Gardens-Bell-Maywood-Cudahy-
Commerce

Huntington Park

South Gate

Bellflower

La Mirada-Santa Fe Springs

Lakewood-Cerritos-Artesia-Hawaiian Gardens

Signal Hill
Other
Total

Service Area 8

Hancock S.
Wilmington
Inglewood

Torrance

Long Beach N.

Long Beach S.

Long Beach E.
Carson

Palos Verdes-Lomita
Redondo-Manhattan-Hermosa-El Segundo
Gardena-Lawndale
Hawthorne

Other

Total

County Total

N o
(¥ o

23
26
43
2.0

4.5
3.1
4.0
29

26
2.1

2.3

58
3.9
26
3.8
25
5.1
37

20
3.2
25

22
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ratios below 2.0: the Pasadena area (1.3) and
the Altadena-Monrovia-Sierra Madre area
(1.8). On the other end of the spectrum, two
communities, the Glendora-Claremont-San
Dimas-La Verne area and the Monterey Park-
Rosemead area, had a DF ratio equal to 5.0,
or a 5:1 ratio of intact families to single-

parent families.

Service Area 4: Metro
Service Area 4 had an overall DF ratio of 1.6,

which was below the countywide average of
2.2. This figure indicated that Service Area 4,
along with Service Area 5, had the highest
rate of disrupted families in the county.
Looking within the service area indicated
that six communities had a DF less than 2.0;
the West Adams and Pico Heights areas both
had a DF ratio of 1.0 meaning that there were
equal numbers of intact families and single
parent families in those areas. The other four
communities included the Echo Park area
(1.6), the Highland Park area (1.7), the Down-
town area (1.9), and the USC N. area (1.2).
Only the West Hollywood area (4.3) had a
DF ratio that exceeded the county average;
there, intact families were four times as nu-

merous as single parent families.

Service Area 5: West
Like Service Area 4, Service Area 5 had an

overall DF ratio of 1.6. These were the two
lowest overall service area ratios seen across
the county. However, within the service area,
there was great variation in the relative num-
bers of intact versus single-parent families in
neighboring communities. The West LA area,
for example, had a DF score of 0.9; only the
community of West Covina in Service Area 3
had a DF score as low. A DF score of less
than 1 indicated that there were more single-

parent households than two-parent house-

holds for a given area. The West LA area and
the West Covina area were the only two
parts of the county where this phenomenon
occurred. There were three other communi-
ties with a DF ratio less than 2.0: the Baldwin
Hills W. area (1.0), the Playa Vista area (1.5),
and the Malibu area (1.7). At the other end of
the spectrum, the Brentwood S. area had a
DF ratio of 5.6 and the Santa Monica-Culver
City-Beverly Hills area had a DF ratio of 4.3.

Service Area 6: South
Service Area 6 had a DF ratio of 2.0, which

was slightly lower than the countywide aver-
age of 2.2. Of the named communities within
the service area, four had DF ratios below 2.0
indicating greater levels of single parents for
a given area: USC S. (1.2), Baldwin Hills S.
(1.0), USCE. (1.8), and the Lynwood area
(1.8). The Watts area (3.1) had the highest DF
ratio in the service area; there, intact families
outnumbered single-parent families about 3
to1.

Service Area 7: East
Service Area 7 had a DF ratio of 2.3, similar

to the countywide ratio of 2.2. As in other
parts of the county, Service Area 7 had areas
with relatively high DF scores, (e.g., Lake-
wood-Cerritos-Artesia-Hawaiian Gardens,
5.0, and Signal Hill, 5.1), and relatively low
DF scores, (e.g., East LA, 1.5, La Mirada-
Santa Fe Springs, 1.8, and South Gate, 1.8). In
both the Lakewood-Cerritos-Artesia-
Hawaiian Gardens area and the Signal Hill
area, intact families outnumbered single-

parent families 5 to 1.

Service Area 8: South Bay
Service Area 8 had an overall DF ratio of 2.5,

which was slightly higher than the county-
wide ratio of 2.2. Only one community, the

Inglewood area (1.5), had a DF ratio below
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Table 3.20
Countywide Summary: A Safe Place to Play*

Service Area % of Children w/Safe Place to
Play (by parent report)

1 825

2 83.9

3 87.4

4 731

5 85.1

6 721

7 86.1

8 90.0

Total 83.1

* Los Angeles County Health Survey 2005

2.0. On the other end of the spectrum, there
were two communities with DF ratios above
5.0: the Palos Verdes-Lomita area (5.1) and
the Torrance area (5.8). The Torrance area
had the highest DF ratio in the county with
nearly a 6:1 ratio of intact families to single-

parent families.

o oo B

A Safe Place to Play

Description of Indicator

A Safe Place to Play is an Los Angeles Health
Survey 2005 variable. Survey respondents
were asked if there was a safe place for their
children to play nearby. Figures reflect the
percentage of individuals residing within a

given geographic location who answered,

//YeS// .

Research Base and Relevance to PEI
Research on neighborhood effects indicates
that impoverished neighborhoods are char-
acterized by high crime, crowded living con-
ditions, lack of park spaces, and limited op-
portunities to engage in organized extracur-
ricular activities. Not having a safe place to
play is one indication of the chronic urban

Table 3.21
Age Groups: A Safe Place to Play*

Age Group _

18-24 83.2%
25-29 86.2%
30-39 84.0%
40-49 83.1%
50-59 76.4%
60-64 66.3%
65 or over 85.7%

stress that a family may have to endure. Families
with a safe place to play are thought to be living in
a less stressful and harmful environment than

those families who do not have a safe place to play.

What the Numbers Show

The data from the above table indicated that 83.1%
of parents across the county believed that their
children could easily get to a park, playground, or
some other safe place to play. Two service areas
were below 75% on this indicator: Service Area 4
(73.1%) and Service Area 6 (72.1%). Put another
way, 1 of 4 parents in Service Areas 4 and 6 did not
believe their children had a safe place play nearby.
On the other end of spectrum, Service Area 8 had
the highest percent of parents reporting a safe
place to play was close by (90%), though the five

other service areas had percentages in the 80’s.

Age Groups

Across the three age groups reported, there ap-
peared to be a trend in parent-report. Parents were
more likely to report that a safe place to play was
less available for older children than for younger

ones.
Ethnicity

There did not appear to be any significant differ-
ence between parent reports across ethnicities



